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B.     Progress and Accomplishments (Continued)

o Ai expanded version of the nonregulatory guidance document dis-
tributed in March, 1982 was prepared and distributed to Chief
State School Officers and State Chapter 2 Coordinators during
FY 1983.

o Charts summarizing the planned allocation of funds among
authorized program purposes at the State and local levels
were prepared and distributed to ED staff and State Chapter
2 Coordinators during FY 1983.

0    With  the  exception   of  Missouri   and   Nebraska,   all   State   ap-
plications, amendments, and/or distribution criteria were
appropriately processed,    and    grant    awards    issued   by    July
1, 1983.     Missouri   and  Nebraska   were   delayed  because   of the
arrangements to  provide   services  to   private   school    children
in those States.

C.    Costs, Benefits, and Effectiveness

Funds Distributed for State Use: During Program Year 1982-83,
the first year of program operations, States reserved for their
own use a total of $83,092,771 (or 19.0% of the total). Of this
amount States allocated 12.9% for administration, 7.4% for Sub-
chapter A (Basic Skills), 73.6% for Subchapter B (Educational
Improvement a Support), and 6.1% for Subchapter C (Special Pro-
jects). States allocated the preponderance of support (51.6%)
to "Improving Planning/Management/ Implementation of Educational
Programs," a purpose under Subchapter B (See E.4 below).

Funds Distributed to Local  Education Agencies:  LEAs received a
total  of $352,009,097 under  State-developed   formulas.     Based   on
information voluntarily supplied by 33 States (E.5), the alloca-
tion of   funds   across   purposes   Is   skewed   toward   Subchapter   B
(84,8%) with Subchapters A and C  receiving 6.0% and 9.2% of  the
funds respectively.    A total   of $35,096,861   was budgeted  for the
purchase of  Library   Resources, Textbooks,   and   Instructional   ma-
terials.    An additional $50,035,790 went for Instructional
Equipment.

States' distribution formulae were examined in order to describe
their characteristics (E.7). The majority of States distributed
at least 70% of the funds reserved for LEAs on the basis of
enrollment. More than half of the States included no more than
two high cost factors in their formulae; these high cost factors
tended to first include a measure of economic need (e.g., Chapter

1   eligibles,   AFDC   recipients)   followed   by   either  a   measure   of
population sparsity or a measure   of the  presence of exceptional
students, particularly students requiring special education.ker" and "migratory fisherman" which require that the seasonal
